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Overview
 Introduction
 Methodology
 Choice modelling 
 Data
 Survey and descriptive statistics
 Econometric results
 Policy discussion
Rimini, what's that?
 A few words on Rimini
 Symbol of mass tourism in Italy
 Resort born in the mid XIX century, becomes a mass tourism dest. 
with the economic boom of the '50s and '60s
 After the crisis of the '80s, big restyling based on
 Tourism mix (business, cultural tourism)
 About 1 500 hotels (mostly cheap family run hotels)
 Great effort of innovation in ss&s tourism. How?
Bagno 26: how to be a ss&s leading tourism 
destination without caring about the sea
Nightlife, discos, 
lounge bars, 
fitness centers...
Young people & low-
budget family 
tourism
Now, the research
Motivation of the research:
To measure tourists and residents preferences on the 
characteristics of a “holiday” in Rimini and the use of the 
territory;
To check the existence of any synergy / crowding-out between 
summer tourists, off-season tourists and residents preferences.
To evaluate the implications for present and future de-
seasonalizing policies promoted in Rimini.
Nature of the investigation:
Stated preference approach (choice experiments);
Survey submitted to a sample of 800 off-season tourist, 600 
summer tourists and 600 residents;
Common framework but different experiments: results are 
described in Brau et al., 2009 (summer tourists), Figini et al., 
2009 (residents), Figini & Vici, 2012 (off-season tourists).
Methodology
Discrete choice model: a stated-preference approach which 
studies individual behaviour and estimates the value of (non-
market) goods by asking people to choose among scenarios 
differing for the level of some key attributes.
More precise than other approaches (e.g. contingent valuation)
Theoretical foundations:
  Lancaster’s hedonic approach (Lancaster, 1966, 1971)
  Random Utility Model (Thurstone, 1927; McFadden, 1974)
  Three steps:
Disaggregation of the good into attributes differing in their levels;
Respondents have to decide among alternative hypothetical scenarios 
characterised by different levels of the attributes;
Econometric analysis allows to estimate the relative importance of the 
different attributes and the willingness to pay for the different levels.
Methodology (2)
Random utility specification :   Uhj = β'xhj + εhj
Assumption of independently and identically distributed 
random terms
This entails the property of independence from irrelevant alternatives 
(McFadden)
Very useful property for empirical analysis
Statistical analysis based on a conditional logit model
  β coefficients can be used to evaluate the rate at which respondents 
are willing to trade-off one attribute to another: 
When the attribute to be “sacrificed” is expressed in monetary terms, 
this trade-off is an “implicit price”
σ=
βk
β
s
The data
Collected through three different surveys
When? 
2006, 2008 and 2010
Who?
Random sample of tourists and residents
Where?
Hotels, trade fair, station, public places, commercial malls, 
bars...
How: four sections included in the survey:
Main coordinates of the interview 
Socio-economic characteristics of the respondents
Characteristics of the trip / work in Rimini
The choice experiment
654
321
Day-trips in the 
surroundings of 
Rimini
Evening and night 
opening of shops
Environmental impact 
of the seaside
•
 Self-organized 
•
 Organized guided tours
•
 Closed shops during the 
   evening and on Sunday
•
 Night and Sunday opening
•
 Pedestrian area and low impact
•
 Pedestrian area and high impact
•
 No ped. area and low impact
•
 No ped. area and high impact
Attributes and Levels (the off-
season survey)
Time cost: 
willingness to spend 
more time in Rimini
Cultural and Leisure 
activities
Health, Sport and 
Wellness tourism
•
 0 extra-nights
•
 1 extra-night
•
 1 extra-night + 1 day-off
•
 2 extra-nights
•
 self-organized
•
 integrated system
•
 No card
•
 Cultural card
•
 Leisure card 
•
 Cultural & Leisure cards
654
321
Risk of reduced 
mobility and traffic 
jams
Environmental impact 
of bathing establishments 
and other beach services
The summer use of 
the seaside avenue
•
 Low risk of congestion
•
 High risk of congestion
•
 Minimum impact
•
 Medium impact
•
 High temporary impact
•
 High permanent impact
•
 Pedestrian area
•
 No limited traffic zone
Attributes and Levels (the 
residents survey)
The cultural offer
Evening and night use 
of beach facilities
Level of taxation to 
finance the projects
•
 Status quo
•
 Resident scenario (winter)
•
 Tourist scenario (summer)
•
 Cultural scenario (all year)
•
 No tax levied
•
 4€ /month (low tax.)
•
 8€ /month (medium tax.)
•
 12€ /month (high tax.)
•
 beach services open 
  during the day 
•
 beach services open 
  also at night time 

Descriptive analysis (residents)
Age class % 
Occupational /
professional status
%
< 30 16,5 Entrepreneur 6,9
30 – 39 21,6 Professional 9,4
40 – 49 18,2 Craftsman 4,5
50 – 59 13,4 Manager 2,3
≥ 60 30,4 Dealer 11.9
Employee / white collar 18,0
Income class
(Euros)
%
Worker / blue collar 9,2
< 10,000 14,5 Other 3,7
10,000 – 14,999 18,3 House working 7,3
15,000 – 19,999 21,6 Student 3,8
20,000 – 24,999 18,6 Retired 20,5
25,000 – 39,999 11,1 Unemployed 2.5
≥ 40,000 4,0
Effects of tourism on residents
1.8     Other
10.2     Worsening of traffic and mobility
2.5     More criminality and less security
1.0     Increase in the level of pollution
2.0     Less efficiency of public services
                      17.5Negative effect
15.5     Recreational, cultural and sport activities improvement
0.4     Environmental and health service improvement
50.7     Economic improvement
                       66.6Positive effect
                       15.9No effect on general life conditions
%Type of effect


Econometric results (residents 1)
4704
0.181
-1335.86
-0.040
-0.023***
0.713***
0.473***
0.108
0.568***
0.713***
-0.112
0.082
-0.099
0.296***
No tourism
17289696Nr. Of observations
0.1700.165Pseudo R2
-497.16-2806.72Log likelihood
0.039-0.056*Alternative specific constant
-0.032***-0.032***Monthly tax levied
0.762***0.665***Night opening of beach
0.367***0.447***Cultural scenario all year long
0.2120.206***Cultural scenario based on summer months
0.659***0.623***Cultural scenario based on winter months
0.509***0.653***Pedestrian coastal road
-0.272*-0.100*Low (but temporary) preservation of beach 
environment
0.0650.080Medium preservation of beach environment
-0.065-0.052High preservation of beach environment
0.354***0.305***Low mobility risk
Tourism basedWhole sampleAttributes and levels
Econometric results (residents 2)

Policy Simulation (residents)
44.49%
33.31%
27.39%
40.53%
20.03%
15.96%
8.09%
10.20%
Residents
Tourists 
44.81%
46.52%
33.89%
35.63%
16.93%
14.48%
4.37%
3.37%
Low income
High income
43.99%
46.30%
43.24%
35.08%
32.50%
34.68%
16.86%
16.57%
18.20%
4.07%
4.63%
3.89%
The young
The adults
The ederly 
46.57%
49.48%
31.76%
30.65%
17.32%
15.14%
4.34%
4.73%
Tourism based job 
Non-tourism b. job
44.81%33.89%16.93%4.37%Complete sample
Choice probabilities
Open openclosecloseBeach by night
Winter cult. 
inv.
Summer cult. inv.Yearly cult. inv.Limited cult. inv.(Cultural supply)
MediumLow temporaryHighLow permanent
Environment (beach) 
preservation
high riskhigh risklow riskhigh riskOvercrowding
pedestrianspedestrianspedestriansvehiclesPromenade
ResidentMass-tourist
Environment 
friendly
Status quoAttributes
Conclusions (1)
 Advantage of the choice modelling approach (w.r.t CV) in studying 
preferences and willingness to pay of residents (and tourists) for the use 
of their territory.
 Residents have strong preferences over the 24-hour a day use of beach 
services, the pedestrianisation of the esplanade and a “winter” cultural 
policy.
 Residents like the present anthropic nature of Rimini’s seaside. 
 Uniform distribution of preferences among socio-demographic groups 
but some difference emerges in terms of WTP.
 Comparison with results of the “twin” research on tourists (Brau 2006):
 Both tourists and residents have strong preferences for the seaside resort 
open at night and for the pedestrianisation of the promenade;
 Both groups like the present (strong) environmental impact of bathing 
establishments and beach services, and fairly “like” overcrowding, so the 
mobility risk is not at the top of their preferences; 
 Potential trade-off in the model of cultural policy that they want from 
Rimini. Both groups are willing to pay for an improvement of the cultural 
policy but tourists want it during the summer, while residents ask for more 
cultural events during winter months.
Conclusions (2)
Off season with three main clusters of tourists: business, leisure and cultural 
tourists.
• Synergies: all these types of tourism ask for some improvement in the 
organization of the stay in Rimini (an organized system of wellness, a 
pedestrian seaside avenue, and extended opening of shops).
• Risk of crowding out between business/leisure tourism on one side 
(asking for a system of discount and facilities for pubs, night clubs, 
restaurants and entertainments), and cultural tourism on the other side 
(asking for a system of discount and facilities to visit the cultural offer of 
Rimini, and guided tours in the surroundings). 
• Only business tourists are willing to spend one more day in the city 
(cultural tourists are just willing to stay one night more).
• Is it efficient to promote cultural tourism in Rimini? Cultural tourism, 
although being definitely a "second best" for Rimini's tourism policy, is an 
important tool for deseasonalizing policies and for differentiating the 
"tourism investment".
